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1, The Ad Hoe Working Party on International Road Transport Contract held its

first session from l1l2 to April 1955, under the chairmanship of Mr, G. de Syaow

(Sweden) . Representatives participated from Austriea, Belgium, France, Italy, the

Netherlands, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the Western Zones of Germany,

' : ; i . %
and Yugoslavia.* The following international organizations were also represented;

International Institute for the Unification of Private Law (IIUDP), International
Chamber of Commerce (ICC) and International Road Transport Union (IRU).
S The Working Party adopted the provisional agenda ( TRANS/WP9/29) submitted Dby

the Secretariat.
Se The WOrking.Party took as & basis for its studies the preliminary draft

convention proposed by the Small Committee of Legal Lxperts (TRANS/WP9/22) . It

also took into consideration the comments received by the Secretariat from France
(TRANS/WP9/2€ Add,l), the Netherlands (W/TRANS/WP9/34), Switzerland (TRANS/WP9/28)
and the Western Zones of Germany (W/TRANS/WP9/35 and Add.l and 2).

* See list of delegations,

' A limited distribution is given to documents of the Inland Transport Commit teec |
- and of its subsidiary bodies, They are distributed only to governments, to

? specialized agencies and to govermmental and ﬁon—governmental organizations

| participating in the work of the Committee and of its subsidiary bodies, and

! should not be given to newspapers or periodicals, The Inland Transport

, Coomittee, at its ninth session in July 1952, recommended the strict applica-

; tion of this regulation,
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(1) .
convention (Annex i Comments

4, The Working Party prepare
and reservations made during ©
Article 1, paragraph 4 . ekt

= Ty authorities,

L £ milita
to apply to the trans ort of goods for account O '
il . application of the Conventlon

ion not

and he

reserved his Government's positio

in the event of the total capacity of a

of such authorities.
eserved his position with Treg

6. The French representative also T
out under the

application of the Convention to transport operations carried

control of military authorities,

(£ The Working Party specified that the term
also covered bilateral agreements concluded

1 1
ninternational postal convention

as used in sub-paragraph (a)

connexion with such conventions.

 Article 1, paragraph 4(a)

8. The representative of the Western Zones of Germany suggested that the

following text be substituted for this paragraph:

NThe Convention shall not apply to transactions between a postal
administration and users, nor between the postal administrations

themselves,
This suggestion was not accepted by the Working Party, and the representative

of the Western Zones of Germany entered a reservation, while expressing his

readiness to ask his Ministry to reconsider the problem in consultation with

the Ministry of Postal Services.

(1) See document W/TRANS/WP9/40/Rev,1.
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Article 2 1
9, As regards the provisions to be applied where, in the case of carriage by Iroaqd,

a part of the journey is effected by some other mode of transport, most of the
members of the Working Party were in favour of the system of making the Convention

applicable to the whole of the carriage where the entire operation was covered Dy

a single contract, subject to the condition that the provisions of the law
applicable to the part of the carriage by another mode of transport over part of
the journey governed the carrier's liability where it was proved that loss, damage
or delay in delivery had occurred in the course of, and by reason of, such carriage

by another mode of transport.
10. It was deemed necessary to specify that point - that recourse to the law

applicable to the part of the carriage other than carriasge by road was subject to

proof that the loss, damage or delay had occurred not only in the course of
g - in

carriage by another mode of transport but also by reason of such carria
order to meke 1t clear, first, that in the case in point the road carrier's
liabllity in respect of the part of the carriage by another mode of transport

could not exceed, as regards both extent and limit, that of the carrier effecting

the part of the carriage by another mode of transport; and secondly, that the

terms of article 2 could not relieve the road carrier of his liability under the
terms of the present Convention even where the prejudice occurred during the part
of the carriage’'by another mode of transport if such prejudice was attributable to

the road carrier or his agents,
11, The United Kingdom delegation entered a reservation regarding the version
adopted by the Working Party and expressed its preference for a different version

freproduced in Annex 2)*,
12, While declaring the text adopted by the Working Party acceptable, the

representative of the Western Zones of Germany exprdéssed his preference for a text
which would leave less room for exceptions to the present Convention in the case of

carriage by road where part of the journey was effected by another mode of transporst,

and instanced the text which had been submitted by the Drafting Committee as g

possible variant (also reproduced in Annex 2).

Paregraph 1

13, The French and Swiss representatives entered reservations concerning the

application of the convention, under the "paramount" elause s 1n a non-Contracting

State,

* See document W/TRANS/WP9/41
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srticle 4

14, V'Ihe representatlve of
t gince he fear

gsingle transport documen
reagte gifficulties.

£ the cIM,

ariginal copies would ¢
having a duplicate copy &S in the casé O

rige to many technical and legal difficu
that the right to disvose of the goods would b€
ts effectiveness 1n connexion with v

1ties fO

he CIM.

Article 5 | | =
jsion as far as pogsible into 11in

15. The Working Party tried to bring this prov

with article 2 of Amnex D.1 to the Set of Rules (Waybill).

¢ to item (17)
this item is ©

: fa
16, It nevertheless considered the note referrin of par agraph
"The absence of any entry under quivalent

t'" to be superfluous and deleted 1tv.
orking Party on the International

of article 2 of Annex D.l.

to the entry: 'No pre-arranged time limi

The Working Party draws the attention of the W
quests it to do likewise when

Road Transport Regime tO its decision and re

revising Annex D.l. to the Set of Rules.

17. The French Government had suggested the i
consignment note the date of taking over the goods

nelusion among the compulsory

particulars to be shown on the
(TRANS/WP9/28 Add.l). The Working Party considered, however, that a carrier would

not sign the consignment note until he had taken over the goods, In this

connexion it was pointed out that under article 8, paragraph 1, the consignment

note is regarded as prima facie evidence of the receipt of the goods by the

carrier.

Article 5, paragraph 1
18, The term "ordinary designation of the type of goods" was preferred to the

term "description of the goods" in order to eliminate the use of trade names for

goods, labels, etec,

Paragraph 2(a)

19, The wording here differs from that of Annex D.l1 (Article 2, paragraph 2(12))
. 3
in order to indicate that the sender can forbid transshipment (transloading)

only in certain cases,

Paragraph 2(c)
20, The Working Party considered the wording here clearer than that of Annex D.1

(Article 2, paragraph 2(14)).
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Paragraph 2{52

21, The Working Party preferred this wording in order to allow fer the fact that
The new text is in conformity

documents may not always accompany the goods,
with article 10, paragraphs 1 and 3, of the Convention, which is based on the

text of article 6, paragraph 6(g) of the CIM.,

Article 6
22, The representative of the Western Zones of Germany suggested that the text

of paragraph 1 be amended to bring it into line with the more general and wider
In particular, he considered thav the

terms of article 7, paragraph 1, of the CIM.
The Working Party preferred

details shown under (a), (b) and (c¢c) were incomplete.
not to take over the CIM wording but extended the list of particulars to cover all

those for which the sender is responsible.

Articles 7 and 8
23. The representatives of Austria, Belgium and France would have preferred a

provision that would have obliged the carrier also to check the gross weight of the

goods or their quantity otherwise expressed, i.e,
that the following sub-parasgraph be added to article 7, paragraph 1:
"(c) the gross weight of the goods or their quantity otherwise expressed.”

that paragraph 2 of article 7 mention:
""the accuracy of the statements referred to in items (a) and (c¢) of

paregraph 1 ...,"
that the third paragraph of article 7 begin with the words:
"The sender may require the carrier to check the contents of the

packages, The carrier shall also be entitled to claim .,,"
that the end of paragraph 2 of article 8 be worded as follows:
"and that the number of packages, their marks and numbers,
and the gross weight of the goods or their quantity otherwise

expressed corresponded with the statements in the consignment note",

Article 11
24, The Austrian representative and, to some extent, the Belgian and Swiss

representatives, would have preferred the addition of the following paragraph 3 bis:
"This right may also pass to the congignee after the goods have been
taken over by the carrier and beforc they arrive at the place designated
for delivery, if the first copy of the consignment note has been handed
by the sender to the consignee."
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advisability of adding the following

o5, The Working Party discussed the

paragraph 7 to this article'

1A earrier who has not carried
g article,

ven under the

out the instructlons gl
d them out without

has carrie
conditions envisaged in thi or who ha
requiring the first copy O R sl

liable to the person entitled to make

thereby."
his provision since the carrier's

The Working Party decided not to insert t
out provisions of the contract other than those

) is covered DY ordinary law on

26.
liability for failure to carry
concerning the carrier's 1iability (Chapter IIl

contractual liability.

Article 13

2l The representative of the Western Zones of Cermany drew attention to the

objections by the competent authorities to-the principle embodied 1in this article,

and upheld their proposal to mitigate the carrier's responsibility to do his best,

on his own initiative if necessary, in the interests of the consignment.

Chapter V - Liability of the Carrier

Article 16, paragraph 3
28. The representative of the Western Zones 0f Germany had stated that the

carrier should be liable for the risks inherent in the transport operation even

where no wrongful act or omission could be attributed to him. Accordingly, he

proposed the following text:
"2, The carrier shall be relieved of such liability if the delay

in delivery, loss of the goods or damage thereto was caused by a wrongful

act or omission on the part of the person entitled to dispose of the goods,
or an order given by him not arising from a wrongful act or omission on

the part of the carrier, or an inherent defect in the goods, or circumstances
not connected with the operation of the transport service, which the carrier
could not avoid and the consequences of which he could not prevent."

29. This proposal was supported by the Austrian representative, but the Working
Party decided to keep to the text in the Annex. |
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arred to round off the

The United Kingdom representative would have pref
lock-0outs

"(loss or damages arising) to cover stoppages,
e held to have some measure

30.

paragraph by adding:
or restraints of labour for which the carrier may b

The Working Party preferred to keep
protocol of signature.

the text as it stood, but

of control".
The

decided to insert a clause to that effect 1n the
erved his position for the time belng.

United Kingdom representative res

Article 19
ed to substitute the

31. The United Kingdom representatlve would have preferr

following paragraphs for paragraph l:
"1, Where the goods have not been delivered within the agreed time-

limit, or, if there is no agreed +time~1imit, within 3
when the carrier took the goods into his charge, the
make a claim for the loss of the goods shall, within

give notice to the carrier in writing of such non-delivery.
ss of the goods may,

s 6 4

0 days from the time
person entitled toO

7 days thereafter,

"2. The person entitled to make a claim for the 1o
without being required to furnish other proof, treat the goods as 108t
they have not been delivered within 30 days following the giving of such.

notice. If no such notice has been given, he shall not be entitled to

claim the benefit of this paragraph."”

< Vg The Working Party noted that the person entitled to make a claim was not

obliged to act in accordance with paragraph 1 of article 19 of the Convention,
and that he could accept the goods after expiry of the time-limit. Where he

acted in accordance with paragraph 1, there was a presumptio juris et de jure,

and hence a presumption unchallengeable by the carrier, that the goods had been

lost.

Article 21, paragraph 2

33, The Austrian representative felt that 1t would be unfair not to grant
compensation in the cirqumstgnces considered in this paragraph. The majority of




The Austrian repre-

jear that the

opinion.
the members of the Working Party were not of his 0Op

tv made 1t ¢C
sentative reserved his position. The Working Party

Artiecle 22

34, The representatives of Italy and the Netherlands held that the compﬁnsitiz:
mentioned in paragraph 1 shuuld be calculated in accordance with the value O
goods at the place of destination. The majority of the Working Party however
preferred to keep the attached text. The Italian representative reserved his

position,

I35 The representative of the Western Zones of Germany pointed out that under
Western German law lucrum cessans might also be required, and he would have
preferred to see a provision on those lines ineluded in the Convention, But the

proposed addition was considered by the Working Party to be inadvisable.

Limitation of Carrier's Liabilitx

36, The Working Party took note of the communication from the Netherlands

Government (W/TRANS/WP9/34) and that submitted Jointly by the ICC and IRU
(TRANS/WP9/30).

37 The United Kingdom representative felt that the average value of goods

should be adopted as the basis, Where the actual value exceeded the average . it

was the carrier's responsibility to declare it.

The rate of five gold francs
per kg of total weight, as

adopted in the United Kingdom, amply sufficed,

38. In the Belgian representative's view, insurance below the

limit fixed (say
eighteen gold franes per kg missing)

could be considered in cases where the goods
normally transported by a given undertaking were of lower

would be very easy tc inerease the

value than that normally insured.

average valuse. It

consignments of greater

The Belgian representative had at first been
in faveur of a higher limit of liability;

afforded by article 23, which

subscripticn policy for

however, in view of the possibilities
provided a solution to the

problem in practice, he,
limit of eighteen gold franes,

too, ﬁas able to agree to the
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39. The representative of the Western Zones of Germany said that the maximum

for road carrier's liability was very high there. The system had shown excellent

results for many years. Carriers and users were therefore ynanimous in wishing

its retention. In particular, the German road carriers considered that they
would be put in a very unfavourable position and would 1lose treffic to the rall-
ways if their maximum liability was fixed at a rate substantially lower than

Despite the high maximum

stipulated for railways in the CIM (100 gold francs).

liability, German insurance premiums were very low.  They were pased on the

transport charge (1 - 3.5% of the freight charge) .

on the carrier's risks under the liability system, which were primarily deter-
Jue of all the goods carried by road.

The premium rate depended

mined by the comparatively low average va

However, the maximum liability must also cover risxs involved in the transport

of extremely valuable goods, which was fairly cormon. Experience stretching

over some twenty years had mede it possible to 11X the present low premiums,

which were quite adequate for the insurers.
40. The Netherlands representative pointed out that Ilnsurers in his country

calculated premiums not in relation to the value of the goods but in the light

of meximum liability.
41. The French representative said that while he could accept the figure

proposed in the agreement reached between the ICC and the IRU, if the Working
Party found it impossible to endorse that agreement, his Government would then

be obliged to reserve its position, in order to indicate its view that the limlt

could not be lower than twenty-five gold francs per kg missing.

42, The Austrian representative submitted that too much importance was being

attached to the limit figures. Actually, the insurance companies fixed premiums

in relation to the actuall cost of the loss or damage.

43, The Swiss representative was unable to express an opinion on the question,
having received the relevant documentation too late,

44, After discussion, it was noted that Austria, Belgium, Italy, Sweden,
Yugoslavia and - subject to certain conditions - France could accept the limit

of eighteen gold francs per kg missing, but that the United Kingdom and the
Netvherlands urged a lower limit, while the Western Zones of Germany stood by their

proposal for a limit of one hundred gold francs.,
45. The Working Party decided to insert in the Convention the figure of eighteen
gold francs per kg missing, while noting that full agreement had not yet been
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e special meetlng scheduled for 1956, at th
At the Chairman's

ed to endeavoul

and it requested the gOoVernme

reached on the question;

position 1in preparation for th

conclusion of which the convention was due TO be signed.

ited Kingdom representatives agre

request, the Netherlands and Un ' | : :
| as the only way 1o which agree

to persuade their Governments to makc concesslolls,

ment could be reached on the matter. p
» - - : n
46. The representative of the Western Zones of Germany said that he might -fi

RU proposal on condition that the

it possible to accept the joint ICC and
competent authorities were given the possibility of imposing a higher limit of

liability on undertakings having their operational headquarters in the Western

Zones, this possibility to be embodied either in the convention or in the

protocol of signature.,
47. The Working Party considered that the provision of this possibility would

jeopardize the unification deemed essential in that field and urged the
representative of the Western Zones of Germany to seek to have the position of
the authorities of the Zones reconsiderecd.

Article 24
48, The Working Party had considered replacing paragraph 1 by the following

text:

"In the case of damage to goods, the carrier shall be liable for the
amount by which the goods have diminished in value, but no further
compensation shall be payable. This amount shall be calculated on the
basis of the compensation which would be due under article 22 in the case
of loss without being subject to the limit paid down in this article,
reducedﬁby'a sum which beers the same proportion to the amount so
calculated as the value of the damaged goods at the place of delivery bears
to the value of the same goods at the same place had they not been damaged

during performance of the contract of carriage."
49, After discussion, the Working Party noted that the above toxt angd the text

adopted were, if the latter was compared with articles 22 and 23, very similar
in effect, and preferred the simpler text.
Article 26

°0. The IRU representative said that, during the talks which hagd taken place

when the limit of 18 gold franes was being arranged with the ICC. it hagd been
J

pointed out that carriers could agree higher limits with their customers and
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that the authorities of the Western Zones of Germany, for example, could 1mpose

a higher limit on their nationals.

article 27, paragraph 1l

51, It was specified that not only the provisions concerning the limitation of

liability but all the provisiens of the convention applied.

Paragraph 2
52, The Austrian representative suggested the deletion of this paragraph, On the

ground that relations between persons not parties to the agreement should not be

governed by the convention. The Working Party decided to retain the paragraph.

Article 28
53, The Austrian representative, citing difficulties arising from the law of

his country, would have preferred the substitution of the words "gross
negligence' for the werds "default equivalent to wilful nisconduct',
informed, in reply, that this wording had been chosen to allow for the fact that
the concept of '"gross negligence'" was not known in United Kingdom legislation.
Chapter IV. Claims and Aetions

54, For practical reasons and in the interest both of the carrier and of the

person entitled to dispose of the goods, the Belgian representative proposed

He was

that the person entitled to lodge claims orrbring‘actions should be specified, |
as in the CIM, and that his right to do so should be linked with the right”£o 
dispose of the goeds as governed by article 1l of the draft. In ﬁis view, such
a provision would have the effect of saving the carri'erlifrom 1havr'ing to make pay-
ments to persons other than the one entitled to dispbée of the goods, and of -
lessening the number of actions brought. The IRU répresentatijre_ supported this

view,

Artjicle 30, paragraph 1l

55. In doeument TRANS/WP9/28, the Swiss Government had recommended re-exémina-
tion of this paragraph, its contention being that it was going too far to give the
consignor and the eonsignee the right to bring legal proceedings against the ;
carrier at the place of destimtion and not merely at the place where he was
ordinarily resident. . The Working Party did not share that view. The Swiss
representative reserved his position on that point,

Faragraph 2
56. The competent authorities of the Western Zones of Germany had expressed the

desire that this provision should be more clearly formulated. The Working Party
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2
that article
turned down that suggestion, being of the opinion

clear, and that it covered not onl

that where a judgment had been given.

—— ! Zones of
57. In reply to a question by the representatlve of the Western

‘ rovision
Germany, it was explained that the general terms used in this D

unquestionably covered judgments entered by default. S fgezacy ]
58. The representative of the Western Zones of Germany suggested that,

sense in which it is used in paragraph 3, the term "awards" should include 0t?€ﬁ'
decisions by which proceedings were terminated, for example, writs of executlo?
in German law, judicial compromises and arbitral awards. The Working Party'Q1d.
not gccept this proposal with regard to writs of execution. So far as
concerned arbitral awards, it considered thatthey need not be specifically
mentioned, in view of the regulations already in force or in preparation. As
to judicial compromises, while attaching due importance to them, it thought that
to rank them with the "awards' referred to in paragraph 3 might create other
difficulties. On the other hand, the Working Party took the view that an
explicit provision should be inserted in the Protocol of Signatdre ranking

Judicial compromises with the awards referred to in this paragraph.
Article 30

59, The term Ujudgmﬁnt”, which is interpreted in the protocol of signature

as including'judgmants after trial, judgments entered in default angd Judicial

compromises, does not cover writs of exccution, The Working Party made it

clear that the reference in paragraph 4 o the failure of the plaintiff1ts

action covered also cases of partial failure, thus allowing for the award
Of demages in the event of an cxcessive claim,

Article 31, paragraph 2

60, The IRU representative proposed the addition to this paragraph of a -
provision requiring the person lodging the claim with the carrier to
the consignment note in proof of his right
paragraph 3),
with the

submit
to claim (see the CIM, article 41,
His proposal was rejected by the'WOrk1ngiParty;

Working Party's decision on this point, the Swiss represe
entered a reservation,

Disagreeing
ntative.
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Article 34

6l. Referring to the observations by his Government (TRANS/WP9/28), the Swiss
reprosontative emphasized that difficultics as to competonce would arise if
legal proceedings in respeet of liability for loss, damage or delay could be
taken against morc than one of the carricrs mentioned in this article. The

Working Party took the contrary view, and the Swiss representative reserved
his position on the subject,

icles 33 and 34

62. The Netherlands representative considered that the second or any succoeding
carrier should not be liable until aftor he had entered his name and address on

the second ecopy of the consignment note.

63. Supporting the Nethorlands representative, the IRU representative said that
the very prineiple of successive transport operations reised certain misgivings
a8 rogards safeguarding the carriers! interests, He hoped that every care would

be t2ken to ensure that successive carriers were fully aware of the obligations

imposed on them under the transport contract,
64, The Working Party decided to retain the present texts of articles 33 and 34.

Article 48
65, The Swiss representative propoged that the right to refer a dispute to the
International Court of Justice should be subject to the agreemont of the Contracting

Parties concerncd. His proposal was recjected by the Working Party.

Jav-bill (consignment note) representing a title to the goods

66, After hearing the arguments of the representative of the IIUDP in favour

of the way-bill reprcsenting a title to the goods, most representatives took the
view that the question was not ripe for discussion and that neither uscrs nor
carricrs saw any nceed for such a document at the moment, It was decided to
delete this chapter, although the Working Party stressed that the question might
bec re-opened later in the light of further developments,

Removals

67. The Working Party felt unable to agree upon provisions for removal transport
by road unless they were made applicable to all removals irrespective of the mode
of transport used, It therefore decided not to draft for the time being the
Annex relating to unpacked furniture, carried during removals, but to mention removal
transport in article 1, The Working Party thought it both unnecessary and very
diffiecult to define removal transport.,

68, The Swiss representative reserved the position of the Federal authorities

on the question whether the Swiss Govermment would sign the present Convention
should it not apply to removals.,
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PROCEDURE FOR BRINGING THE CONVENTION INTO FORCE

69, The Working Party suggested that the Executive Seeretary should request
| governments to submit their comments by 1 December 1955, since the date of the
present session had been put forward, The Inland Transport Committee might
possibly, with the replies received in December before it, put forward the date

of the special meeting for the final review and signature of the Convention.

FROPOSAIS FOR ANNEX D.2 TO THE SET OF RUIES ANNEXED TO THE GENERAL AGREEMENT

70. By resolution No. 71 (E/ECE/TRANS/470) of the Sub-Comnmittee on Road
Transport, the Working Party was instructed to formulate proposals for Annex D.2

to the Set of Rules (carrier!'s liabllity). The Working Party took the view that
the drafting of the Conventiorn created a new situation which made Annex D.,2 to the

Set of Rules superfluous, but did not think it advisable to insert the Convention
as such in the Set of Rules as Annex D.2, since the procedure for amending

Annexes to the General Agreecment (article 9, paragraph 7) was not the same as that
for amending the Convention,

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ARTICLE 5 OF THE CONVENTION AND ANNEX D,1 TO THE SET OF RULES

71 AR The Working Party found that the differences between article 5 of the
Convention and Annex D,1 to the Set of Rules did not make the two texts

incompatible, being only differences of form. Nevertheless, it considered that

the two texts should be harmonized as soon as possible. During discussion, the

point was raised whether, in the light of amnex H,1, there would still be any
point in having an Annex D,1 after the Convention had been brought into force,

The Working Party took the view that once the General Agreement and the Convention
had entered into force Annex D.l could be eliminated by amending the General

Agreement or, if need be, it could be brought into line with the text of the
Convention,
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RN,ATIONAL TR.NSPORT OF GOODS)

ANNEX F.2 TO THE SET OF RULES (TARIFFS FOR THE

72. The Working Party tock note of the report of the Working Party on the

International Road Transport Régime on its eighth session (TRANS/SC1/85,

paragraphs 29-33) and the note by the Secretariat (W/TRANS/WP9/33) .
73. The United Kingdom representative considered paragraph 8 of the draft

Annex F.2. to the Set of Rules to be unnecessary, as in his view the other

provisions of the Annex and article 2 of the General hLgrecement covered the

position,
74, Ths Seeratariat representative pointed out that the General Agresment

defined the carrier's obligations towards the public authorities, while the

Convention regulated private law relationships between the carrier and his

Tt would therefore be illogical to refer in the Convention to

customers,
the Annexes to the Set of Rules could not

compulsory charges; furthermore,

logically impose any obligation on consignors,

75, The Working Party took the view thct paragreph 8 of innex F,2 should refer

to transport charges only and not to the teriff provisions as a whole, ItU

decided to propose to the Working Party on the International Rosd Transport

Régime the adoption of the following text for paragraph 8:
"The charges resulting from the applicetion of the tariffs shall

take precedence over those fixed in the transport contract.,”

76. The representative of the Western Zones of Germany, citing his national
law as an example, suggested the inclusion of a provision requiring persons who

had paid a transport charge amounting to less than the tariff charge to pay over

the difference between the former and the latter,
77, The Belgian representative pointed out that the compevent Working Party had

been given the task of drawing up compulsory international tariffs, and that

tariffs imposed under national law werc expressions of public poliey. The
combinetion of the General Agreement, the Convention and the tariff regulations

would thus obviate the necessity for the elause requested by the representative

of the Western Zones of Germany.
78+ The Working Party supported that view, the ropresentetive of the Western

Zones of Germany reserving his position for the time being.
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